


DOCUMENT RESUME

£ 152 009 . . o S CE 026 212

AUTHOR | Wasdvke,,Raymond Ge: And Others

"TITLE = " Providing Students in Nonprofit Private Schools with

SR, Access to Publicly Supported Vocational. Educatlon
Programs. Final Report.

“*Cooperative‘Programs° Definitions; Educational
Cooperation; Educational Finance; EBducational
T Legislaticn: *Federal Ilegislation; Institutional

INSTITUTION = Educational- Testing Service, Princeton, N.J.
kEPeNS AGENCY - Bureau of Occupational and Adult Education (DHEW/OE),
D - Washington; DbiCs: '
“EBEEAB NO 4L9BAHBOOUT
“ EGB DATE - Apr B0
CONTRACT 300-78-0595
NOTE 91p. %
»,vEDES PRICE MFO17PCO4 Plus Postage.,;
- DESCRIPTORS ~ %Access to Education: *Change. Strategies:

Cooperation; *Private Schools:; Program

i Ipplementation; Public Education; Statlstlcs.
o *Vocational Education
'IDENTIFIERS *Vocational Educatlon Amendments 1976

 5vABSTRACT

students enroiied in nonprofrt private schools in vocational programs

“funded under the Vocatlonal ‘Education Amendments of 1976 (P.L.

C4-482) i Obaectives were (1) to 1dent1fy factors facilitating prlvateA

. . student-access to vocatlonal programs, (2) to develop and field test
‘implementation. procedures for state and local agencies, ‘and (3) to
disseminate this information to state and local vocational program
‘administrators. Practices used to implement P.L.' 94-4B2 were

. 3dentified. through field studies in nine states, classified, "and used

'in develoring a videotape- presentation which was- d1ssem1nated _along '
with related materials during workshops for state and local education

- agency staff responsitle for irplementing the amendments: Research

revealed that cooperative relations between private and public

institutions are impeded by structural, philosophical, attitudinal,
. communication, and administrative barriers including the absence of
vaccurate data bases, poor communlcatlons ne+work among prlvate and

:prrvate 'schocl admlnxstrator Recommendatxons for 1mproV1ng Drlvate
school student access to vocatronai prcgrams inciude expanding ‘ '

‘prov1=ion= of the law to include all federally funded vocational

“programs, joint planning at zll governrent levels, and development

f_\and dissemlnat*on of informatlon about model cooperatlve programs.
;";(MN) ‘ .

v‘;iiiiiiiiiii*#**************i*i **i***i****i*ii*ii****i***i*iiii*****ii7
S S Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made

ok i . from the original document. .
#************************************* #************** **********i iiiii

3% #




Final Report

Application Nutiber: 498AH80047
Contract Number: 300780595 . L

PROVIDING STUDENTS IN NONPROFIT PRIVATE SCHOOLS WITH ACCESS
TO PUBLICLY SUPPORTED VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Raymond G. Wasdyke, Principal Investigator
George W. Eiford; Regional Office Director
Terry W. Hartie, Associate Research Scientist

April 1980

the Office of Education, U.S. Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare. Contractors undertaking such projects under
government sponsorship are enc<uraged to express freely their
professional judgment in the conduct of the project. . Points

of view or opinions_ stated do not, therefore, necessarily
represent official Office of Education position or policy.

0. 5 DEP&RTMENT OF HEALTH
EDUCATION 8 WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EDUCATION

THIS- DOCUMENT HAS BEEN .REPRO-
. DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
THE_ PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN-
" ATING 4T- POINTS OF VIEW.OR OPINIONS
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE-

- o ' i . " SENTOFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY

U:S: DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE
~Office of Education

:2‘:’._



ABSTRACT
CONTRACT: #300780595

PROJECT-TITLE: PROVIDING STUDENTS IN NONPROFIT PRIVATE SCHOOLS WITH

ACCESS ‘TO PUBLICLY SUPPORTED VOCATIONAL EDUCATION
PROGRAMS
PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: RAYMOND G: WASDYKE
' EDUCATIONAL TESTING SERVICE
PRINCETON; N:J: 08541

PURPOSE:
The broad goal of the proiect was to increase the participation of

education programs.

PROCEDURES :
Field studies were conducted in New York,; New Jersey,; Ohio, Illinois,

Wisconsin, Georgia, Texas, Pennsylvania, and Cal:tfornia to identify

nonprofit private students. Practices that facilitated access were

classified and used in the development of a 20-minute videotape presenta-

tion, a and related materials that described the
salient issues and problems related to private students’ involvement in

’ afindbugien il

vocational education programs. Suggested activities for establishing“ I

accessibility of private school students to public vocational education
programs.

mmm coﬁéLﬁSfoﬁSl;

institutions iz impeded by a wide variety of struetural, philosophical
attitudinal, communication, and administrative barriers. Among those

barriers are the absence of accurate data bases; poorly developed com=-

‘munication networks amorg private institutions and between private and

public institutions, state.policies that discourage joint public and

private programs, and traditional antipathy between public and private
school administrators:

RECOMMENDATIONS:

Recommendations for: improving the access of. private school students to

-vocational programs include expanding the provisi:ons of P.I; 94-482 to
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PREFACE

>

aeeds of nonprofit private school students. During the short span of a

year; however, the attention: focused-on this topic has brought about Some

fiodest changes. ihéré is now greater interest in providing nonpro-
£it private school étﬁ@;ﬁté with opportunities for public vocational
education as a corollary to their schooling in tlie privats sector.

It is hoped  that.this report will provide a broader perspective on
the issues and problems likely to be enmcountered in providing private

school students with vocational opportunities in federally supported
vocational education pfégféﬁé;

Many people have assisted in the conduct of this project: The
members of the project’s Advisory Committee, who provided continuing
éncouragement, guidance, and support thr’o’ugh’o’tﬂ; wt;k‘iis"prbj'e'ct; deserve

special mention. The committee members included Sister Caroleen Hensgen,

Alton D. Ice, Robert L. Lamborn; the Reverend Lawrence M. Deno, Joseph P.

its generous assistance and support.

private and public representatives who patiently provided us with

information about cooperative undertakings between private and public

lippendix & imcludes the titles and addresses of the project’s Advi-

sory Committee. e
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in the states that were the primary source of field data: California,

U.S. Office of Education, Bureau of Occupational and Adult Education,
for their generous assistance during the course of the project.

Numerous Educational Testing Service (ETS) staff were actively
engaged 'in the project. George Elford and Terry Hartle collected field
contributions toward preparation Of this report. The following ETS

staff also collected field data and conducted workshops: Arleen Barrom;
Reginald Corder, Angeia D’Aversa, Diana Glad, -Robert Lambert; Charlotte

Rentz, Romald Rodgers, and Ivor Thomas. Robert Purdy was responsibile

for the production of the videotape.

~J
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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION

Background

education sector, traditionally they have not had comparable opportuni-
ties to prepare for empicyment;€>ﬁ broad array of structural, attiéudi— )
nal, and fiscal problems, among other barriers, have effectively Wbrkeﬁ’
against the involvement of private school students in publicly financed
vocational education programs.

Congress first officially recognized the importance of providing all
students with relevant preparation for employment through its 1968
amendments to the Vocational Educition Act of 1963, and through a subse-
quent revision of those amendments by passage of the Education Amendments
Subpart 2; Basic Grant; provides that funds available to the states ﬁﬁ&éf
Section 120 for cooperative vocational education programs "... msy be
used for estaﬁiishing or expanding cooperative vocational education
programs th:bugﬁ local education agencies with the paféicipation of

assuring that ...to the extent consistent with the number of students

enrolled in nonprofit private schools in the area to be served, whose
educational needs are of the type which the program or project imvolved

is to meet,; provision has been made for the participation of such stu=

dents." | -

4s used in this report, the phrase "private school students" means

M ﬁa: ate SChOOl students Oﬁ].'z;
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Subpart 3, Program Improvement and Supportive Services; Section
132 (b), Exemplary and Inmovative Programs, and Subpart 4, Special
Programs for the Disadvantaged, Section 140(b), contain comparable
provisions for the participation of private school students: |

‘T"hé Vocational Education Amendments of 1968 also contained prbvi:

ally funded vocational education programs. However; in preparing
the most repent legislation; the House of Representatives was critical of
vocational educators’ disregard for these ﬁféﬁiéiéﬁé.i

The Vocational Education Amendments of 1976 and the accompanying
rules and regulatibns include quite specific and carefuiiy delineated
'pi:'o’visfi’o’n’s:2 Basically, these regulations require that public school

.vo"cati'o'nai education staff first ideni:ify students enrolled in privai:e

The Iegisiative underpinnings that guarantee federal assistance

to private school students began with the passage of the Elementary

76, Report No. 9&—1085

1976, p- 46,

2The full text of both the legislation and the rules and regula—
tions dealing with public and private school cooperation are included 1in
Appendix B of this report. -

STV
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and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) im 1965. Subsequently, provisions for

All Handicapped Childrenm Act (1974), the Education Amendments of 1978,
Title I of ESEA, and the Career Education Act of 1978.
The available evidence suggests that private school students are

not adequately served; the requirements of the Vocational Education

Amendments of 1976 have not beea met. It appears on the strength of the

evidence to date that little real progress has been made since provisions
were included in the Vocational Education Amendments of 1968
Although some states have taken pioneering steps to ensure full

implementation of the legislative prbviéibns; they are few in number:

Interestingly, in some state departments of education where attitudes

are nonsupportive or even antagonistic toward private school students,

cooperative arrangements with private institutioms.
In most states; however,; legislative guarantees of federal assis-

for private school students. The crux of the issue 1s control over

access. The state or local educational agency responsible for imple-

of 1976--in large measure controls the access of private school students

' to vocational education prograims.

1

L1
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and public institutions,; the most prevalent and persistent seem to

be attitudinal and communications problems. Misperceptions, negative

‘'stereotypes, and distrust are shared by private and public educators

“alike.

Without exception, positive interaction between these two education-
al sectors relied heavily on previously. existing personal friendships.
Furthermore, where successful cooperative programs exist, they were
initiated and implemented on the basis of a commonly held view of the

fegardless of whether they are enrolled in private or public institu=

can be met. However, the decision as to whether state and local educa-
tion agencies will operate within this context has, for the most part,

been made by the agencies themselves.

Pi'ﬁec”rﬁ”t#ufpeseﬁ”””ff | n s

The broad goal of this project was to increase the participation

of students enrolled in private schools ig vocational education programs

funded under the Vocational Education Amendments of 1976. The plan
for achieving this goal 1553:&&?& the development; and dissemination of
information about; procedures that can be used by State Education Agen-
cies (SEAs) and Local Education Agencies (LEAs) to assure that private

school students have access to vocational education programs.

foed
H-u. .
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The specific purpose of the project was to increase these students’

participation in publicly supported vocational education programs by
(1) identifying significant factors that facilitate access to vocational
testing procedures that SEAs and LEAS can implement to assure such
access; and (3) disseminating this information and associated published

matertals to a wide audience of persons at the state level involved in

the administration of vocational education programs.

Renaort Oreganizzation

The remaining chapters of this report include a description of the
fiethods employed in the project, a review and analysis of relevant

literature and data bases, identification of the barriers that restrict

mendations.

[
O
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CidATER II: = METHODOLOGY

R R TN I T
~Project activitias were clustered into three related tasks:

Content Development
e Materials Development
° Dissemination of Information

iﬁéfé&éiﬁg tﬁe accessibility of these programs. ﬁ&ééﬁ&ig developﬁeﬁt »

invoived preparing and fieid testing a videotape presentation; Procedural

_Cuide; and éupporting documenté describing procedureé SEAs and LEAS can

»public vo‘cational education programs. The videotape and other materials

. were disseminated through four three-day workshops for SEA staff respon-

sible for administering publicly financed vocational education prograims .

Ti’irée:ﬁiéﬂibér teaiiié from each SEA as wéii as select private school repre-

‘¢

) Content Develogment

The initial phase of eaﬁtéﬁt developﬁiént included a review of

tions; and a review of the literature on cooperation between private

“ Lo

schools and public vocationai education institutionms. Additional infor-

mation was obtained through intervieﬁé with government officials and

administrators of pubiic and private educational agen"ies.

A state-of-the-art report (see Chapter III) was prepared once this

iﬂformation EE gathered, ‘ This report provided the background informa-

 tids for conducting field investigations, which .was the next step.in

content development.:
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‘ The field investigations consisted primariiy of review and analysis,

of‘auailabie literature and extant data and semistructured interviews,

which were conducted by ETS professionai staff. Initiall?, seven states,
‘fépreseﬁtidé_approximateif half of the nation’s private elementary and

secondary schoois; were selected ds field sites: California, New York,

" ' 'Pennsylvania, Illinois, Ohio, WisconSin, and New Jersey. ‘Texas and
'Georgia were added to the liSt to achieve better geographic balance:
iﬁ?,???@i?é,df_tﬁé,fiéiaviﬁVéétiéétibﬁs are reported in Chapter IV:

students” participation in public vocational programs and led to the

participation. Chapter V of this report describes these procedures,

¢

. which are recommended for use by SEAs and LEAS.

Materials Development

educators give private school students greater accéss to f de 'ally

materials development was on preparation of a Procedural Guide, a video—
tape préééﬁtétibﬁ, and éupporting ﬁétéfialé.

The Procedural Guide describes activities that can be used by SEAs

and LEAS to initiate and implement cooperative arrangements between e
private schools and public vocational é&a&aéiaﬁ iﬁstitutions; The Guide

covers the following topics:

G
RN
Mo
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vocationai: education f»fagféﬁé
. 'Publicizing the benefits and opportunities of vocatiomal
education programs

o EsLablishing communications links with the nomprofit
private education sector

The mechanics of establishing cooperative relationships

between the nonprofit private and public education sectors

guide is not includéd in this report, the 'p'r'o”cédurés récoﬁiﬁénded for

marized in Chapter V.
The ﬁdébéépé that was pfépafé& is designed to stimulate communica-

students, showing some typical barriers facing these students, and
‘describing some procedures that can be used to deal with these barriers.

Alscript and sto’ryboard for the videotape were prepared and cri-
titiued prior to production. A p’reiiminary 3‘/5-inch color videotape was

then produced for field testing. Along with the Rroeedur_aLGuide the

: videotape was field tested in Georgia, Illinois; New Jersey, and Cali-

fornia. About 45 private and public edicators were involved in these

field tests. The videotape was subsequently modified inm light of their
recoﬁﬁéndatioﬁss
”'”""'*“"Support:l:ng instructionai:"and informational materials— for- conducting

four regional workshops were also prepared.. These materials were de=
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The supporting materials included lists of private school organizations
and state-level private school contact persons, copies of relevant
legisiative provisions and accompanying rules and regulations dealing

with lead responsibility for implementing provisions of the Vocationmal
Education Amendments of 1976. The primary purposes of the workshops

AN

1. to inform participants about the requirements regarding

of meeting those requirements,

to give participants

2. to work through the

a z2u--al idea as to how it could be used for implementing

the provisions of the law,

3. to provide clinical opportunities for the application

of the procedures presented in the Guide to the partici-
pants’ unique situations;
4. to provide participants with materials, including the

videotape, and processes for informing other interested

parties about the requirements and opportunities of P.L.

94=482, and

5. to make recommendations for increasing the accessibility of

students.

. The workshops were held during August and September of 1979 in
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California: Seventy-three state representatives and eight nomprofit
private school representatives attended the workshops. A list of the
states that sent representatives to each workshop will be found in
Appendix C.

assistance of ETS fégibﬁél office staff. Members of the project Advisory
Committee attended the workshops in the capacity of participants as well

;fiir’e; copies of the Procedural Guide; the Gi&‘éBEéﬁé; and supporting
workshops materials were distributed to state representatives QEEéﬁ&iﬁé
the workshop: 1In cases where state representatives were not in atten—
'dakti'c‘é, ﬁatéfiaié -wekre mailed to persons responsible for the administra-
tion of vocational education programs.

The project’s Final Report, Executive Summary, and Abstract were

sent to the U.S. Officé of Education’s Bureau of Occupational and Adult

Educatdion and to the Educational Resources Lnformation Center (ERIC) for

national distribution.

: f"N(‘
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CHAPTER III. STATE OF THE ART OF NONPROFIT PRIVATE SCHOOL STUDENTS
PARTICIPATION IN PUBLICLY SUPPORTED VOCATIONAL EDUCATfON PROGRAMS

+

The first federal iegisiation passed to help private échbéi\étudeﬁté
and secdﬁaary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965. Since theﬁ, prbvisibns
Yocational Education Amendments (1968), the Bilingual Education Act
(1974), and the Educatiom of All Handicapped Children Act (1975). I
_addition; the Education Amendments of 1978 greatly strengthened the
requirements for the participation of private school students under Title

This chapter consists of a report on the extent to which private

school students take part in public vocational education programs. There

cooperation; and an analysis of barriers to pubiic/private cooperations

Our sources include the results of a iitératﬁré réviéw and of an anaiysis

and private educational agencies.

Our findings indicate that the developme: °f cooperative relation

-

_lack of accurate basic data on private schools and their students further
ebﬁpiitatéé sfforts to establish cooperative relationshipss

JUTCR

o

o d
w18

differences, communication barriers, and administrative difficulties. A

~
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Nomprofit Private Schools: —An Overview

Private elementary and secondary schools play a significant role inm
American educaticm. According to the National Center for Education

Statistics (NCES); in 1976-77 there were about 17,950 nonpublic schools
--about l7-percent of all elementary and secondary schools. These
schools taught about 4:8.million of the 49.1 million elemeatary and
secondary students im the United SEaEeeai

‘Although the number of public schools has declined comnsiderably over
the past 20 years, the number of nonpublic schools has remained rela-
tively constant. AsS a result, private schools now compfiée a greater
percentage of the total than they did 20 years ago.

TABLE 1

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SC'OOLS
BY YEAR; 1958-1978

) “Total ' Private as a Percent

Year Schools Public Private of Total Schools —

1956 146,732 104,427 16,259 11.0%

1966 119,759 73,216 19,946 16.7%

1976 106,272 63,242 17;950 16.7%
(estimate)

Source: National Center for Education.Statistics (NCES), The
ation, 1978 Edition (Washington, D:C::
U. S. Government Printing Office, 1978), Table 2:16.

lJ Porter and R. Nehrt,
(Advance Report). Washington; D.C.: Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, 1977; p. 2.

For the 1978-79 school year, the Council on American Private

Education (CAPE) has identified 19,434 private schools. CAPE officials

estimate there are an additional 1000-2000 private schools not included

in this survey.
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‘ fr'o'ﬁi'caiiy, the gr'owth in the proportion of private schools has Bééﬁ_ ‘

nation. Table 2 shows that in 1960 14 percent of all elementary and
secondary students were enrolled im 'ri'o"rip'ublic schoolss ﬁ}? 1976, hbﬁever;
the proportion had dropped to a little under 10 percemt. While this

drop reflects both a growth in public ‘school enrollments during most of

of the decrease is accounted for by the declining number of students
stirolled in Roman Catholic private schools.-

- TABLE 2
ENROLIMENT LN NONPUBLIC ELEMENTARY AND

SECOWDARY SCHOOLS (thousands), 1960-1976

Nonpublic

_ - as Percent
Total Entolled Enrolled in Enrolled in of Total

in Nonpubiic’ Catholic Other Non= _  School

Year _ Schools Schools public Sehools ment
1960 5,969 5,254 715 . 14.0
1970 5,655 4,367 1,288 10.9
1976 4,804 3,111 1,123 9.8

(estimated) (estimated)

é'o'ur'ces. u. S. Bureau of the Gensus, Current Population Reports

(1970 1977), Porter and Nehrt, Nonpublic School Sta-

L= T T —

o U S. Bureau of the Census, Cu on Reports, Series
P=20; No. 234. '"School Enrollment in the U.S.: 1971." Washington, D:C::
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972; R. Reischauer, R. Hartman, D.
Sullivan; ReformingL School&'%&aaev Washingt:on, D. C..

tion, 1973; p.

2. Raiscaiss, R. Raredds asd Di Sulliva,

Finance, p: 98.
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a dominant role in ﬁbnpublic education:  Roman Catholic schools enroiil

mos t privaté échbbl studencs; “Table 3 shows the distribution of private

schools and students by religious affiliation.

TABLE 3

NONPROFIT PRIVATE SCHOOLS AND RELIGIOUS AFFILIATION,
OCTOBER 1978

Affiliation Schools ____ Pupils Graduates - —

All schools 14,757  100.0 4,234,170 100.0 255,083  100.0

Nonaffiliated 2;210 15.0 475 901 11.2 38,201 15.0
Affiliated 12,547 85.0 357582869 88.8 216 882 85.0
Baptist 310 2.1 87,917 2.1 3,107 1.2
Caivinist 182 . L.2 47,129 1.1 3;111 _1.2
* Catholic : 8,986 60.9 3,110,972 3.5 188,902 74.1
Episcopal 304 2.1 73;774 1.7 4,946 1.9
Jewish . 264 1.8 59,810 1.4 1,858 0.7
Lutheran 1,366 9.3 201,257 4.8 4;034 1.6
*%S DA 517 3.5 46,998 1.1 3,348 1.3
Other 618 4.2 130,412 3.1 7,578 3.0

*Rotman Catholic (not including Eastern Orthodox)
**Seventh Day Adventist

NOTE: Results are based only on those schools respon@;ngitoitgg7§§§§

survey. Data were reported by 14,757 (82:2 percent) of the estimated
17, 950 schools believed to be in operation in 1976-77.

Source: Porter and Nehrt, Noupu blic School Statistics, 1976=-1977.

1. Reischauer; R. Hartman and D Sullivan,
5' 98.
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The table shows that 85 percent 6f‘tﬁé‘§fiﬁété schools responding to
the survey are affiliated and that 88.8 percent of all private school
students attend affiliated schools: Roman €atholic and Lutheran schools
comprise 82:5 percent of all affiliated private schools; and they teach

88.1 percent of all students enrolled in affiliated schools.

Investigaticns of the ge’o’grap’hi'c distribﬁtibﬁ of p’rivate schools

in the U.S. are located in only seven states, mostly in the Northeast

and Midwest (See Table 4). Further, according to the 1970 Census; 80

small towns or rural communities.
TABLE 4
STATES WITH HIGH CONCENTRATIONS OF
PRIVATE SCHOOLS OCTOBER 1976

Rank States with Number  Percent of U.S.

Private Schools _ Total
1 California 1,462 9.9
2 New York 1,462 9.9
3 Pennsylvania 1,151 7.8
4 Illinois 1,082 7.3
5 Ohio 694 4.7
6 Wisconsin 693 4.7
7 New Jersey 644 4.4

TOTALS 75188 48.7

Note: Based on the estimated 82.2 percent of all private schools
responding to the NCES survey. :

<ot -Sourcei--Porter-and Nehrt; Nompublic-School Statfstics; 1976-1977,

1U.S. Bureau of the Gensus, Gurrent Pcpuiaticn Reparts, Series
P—25 Nos 222,‘"Sch001 Enrollment, October 1970," p. 20

j?
<
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In summary, over the past two decades, the number of private elemen-
tary and secondary schools has remained relatively constant even though
the percentage of private schools has increased. From 1960 to 1956,
enrollment in private schools, both religious and secular, dropped
sharply, froi ﬁéaﬁ? six million to under five million. During that same

period, the percentage of students enroiled in private schools dropped

from 14 to 10 percent.l
Table 5 summarizes the distribution of private school vocational

programs in the seven states with la"ge numbers of private schools. One

hundred ninety-eight of the 7,188 private schools in those states, or 2.8
percent of all private schools, have vocational programs. Of those 198
schools, 52 (26 3 percent) are unaffiliated, and 146 (73.7 percent) are

affiliated. One hundred of the affiliated schools are Roman Catholic;

programs.

Private Schooi:s and Vocational Education. Vocational education is

uncommon in private schools: Less than three percent of the nation’s’
private schools responding to the NCES survey offer their own vocational

p’r’o’graﬁiszz There is, however. a large variation in vocational programs

by religious affiliation: Nationwidé;-65- percent-of-the-private -schools . -

lﬁ-é- Bureau ,og,tﬁe Ciirrent Popi ) Population

' Characteristics._ "School Enrollment == Social and Economic Characteris=
tics of Students;" October 1976. -

2‘r"orter and Nehrt, Nonpublic School Statistich_‘L976-1977, PP+ 5 6.,‘

(D\



DISTRIBUTION OF VOCATIONAE ANﬁ TECHNICAL PROGRAMS IN
PRIVATE SCHOOLS BY STATE AND RELIGIOUS AFFILIATION
_ October 1976

[Frivate  [Unaffiliated [Affilitated  |Roman Catholic
|Schools with |Private Schools|Private Schools|Private Schools
|Voc=Tech |with Vor-Tech |with Voc-Tech |with Voc-Tech
|Programs |Programs IProgranu |Programs
1 | | B
I I % of | z Of B % of
o | | Private | Private | Private
States | - | ~ Schools | Schools | Scliools
with | % of | with Vo- | " with Vo- | with Vo-
Private |  Private | Tech | Tech | Tech
Schiools | No. Schools | No. Programs | No. Programs | No Programs
[ - l I-
S R I R | S o
California | 55 3.8%2 | 23 41. 8% | 32 - 58.2% | 12 21.8%
pes T 7. e I - o I o . o I o . - I - . 7 .
_ , I o § I I
3 Pennsylvania| 44 3.8 | 9 20.5 | 35 79.5 | 32 72.7
I | I I
4 Illinois | 21 1.9 | 5 23.8 | 16 76.2 ; | 14 66.7
I I ST B | -
5 Ohio | 10 .4 | 2 20:0 | 86.6 D O -70.0 -
l | - I ’ l
6  Wisconsin | 15 2:2 | o 0 .| 15+, 100:0 | 10 66.:7
I l | 4 ! o
7 ﬁéG Jersey | 9 14 | 2 22:2 | 7 77.8 | 6 66.7
Total, 7,188 198, 2.8 52 26.3 146 73.7 100 50.5
_,_____,__.m.______s chool.s_,.(48._.7%_.of i A i I...,... s n e L e e e I Ce .
i PEANAEE,-8CHOOLS o | i | e o |
in U.S.) ] ‘ 1 I I
' | ‘ { | |
Ndﬁéi Results are based on1y on those schools responding to the NCES survey. Data

in operation in 1976-77.

National Center for EdUcatibn Statistics,
1976 77, PP+ 8; 14. o

Source:

Nonpublic School Statistics,

B raan <A s A i o s
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offering vocational/technical programs are religiousiy affiliated.
ﬁéariy 65 pétcent of these schools are Roman Catholic. The proportion is

schools. Théré,‘73 7 percent of all affiliated schools offer vocational

programs, aﬁd 68.5 percent of these are Catholic.

'vocational programs in private schools. While 35 percent of all private

L
’

schools with vocational programs are unaffiliated; these schools make up
only 1l percent of all private schools. Within the sﬁaii percentage of

to reiigious groups offer vocational education approximately three times -

;more often,than their share of the total would suggest.

ErivateASchools and Federai Vocational
'lative Background

The first expression of federal interest, in Eﬁé vocational education

their state plans for the parti'cip'ati'o'ﬁ of étﬁdéﬁté from nonprofit

-

- private schools. ététéé’ ﬁmét.gﬁéraﬁtéé that students whose educational

porter and Nehrt, Nompubiic School Statistics; 1976=1977, pp+.5,6-
2

P:L. 90-576, Sec. 173(a)(6).

ar



=19=
4s defined in the legislation; "cooperative vocational education'

means a program for persons; who through written cooperat ive arrangements

required academic courses and related vocational training. ‘These exper-
iences are to be planned and supervised by the school and employers so
that both contribute to the student’s educational experience and to his
or her employability. Work periods and school attendance may be organ-

ized by alternate half days, full days, weeks, or other periods;l

By 1976, there was evidence that the provisions regarding the

participation of private school students had been largely 1gnored."fhé

House Committee on Education and Labot emphatically expres gsed its

dismay: : :
The caaaiggégfwaﬁté to emphasize its belief that the

funding of programs involving private school child-

‘ren have not been -implemented as fully as we intend-

ed when these provisions were included in the Act of

1968: We urge the Office of Education to take

more vigorous steps to impiement these provisions by

securing adequate consultation with appropriate

private school officisis at state and local tevels;

by securing proper identification of eligible
private school children, by assessing adequateiy the
needs of such children for these services, and by
providing services to these children in a manner

that will best meet their needs. The Committee bill

requires the membership of representatives of. e

non-profit privaté schools on the national and State'
-advisory councils on vocational education, in order, . . ‘
to help sesure the proper implementation of these A Qﬂ L.
provisions. : : i i~

lp.1. 90<576, Sec. 175. o

2U S. Congress, House, The Vocationail | Education and Nationai Insti-

L nts_of 1976, House. ‘Report. No% 94~t085 -to _accom-..
.pany H. R. 12835, 94th Congress., 2nd Session, pe 46 .
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As finally enacted; the Vocational Education Amendments of 1976
require assurances for private mnomprofit etudént participation under

‘thnart '2; Seétion' 122 (f); in cooperative vocational education pro-

for the 5isadvantaged, §eccion 140 (b). The 1976 Amendments strengthen
considerably the assurances states must make regarding the participation
of private school students. Among the key provisions are the following:

Subpart l-—General Provisions:

. The national and state advisory councils for voca—
sent and are familiar with nonprofit private schoois.!

e When formulating their five-year pians for vocationai

education; all states are required to consuit

the state agency responsibie for pianning post-

secondary education, which pianning reflects programs

offered by public, private nomprofit, and proprietary

institutions, including those offering occupational.
programs at a less-than-baccalaureate level.

/

® Federal fundsrmay be used tb pay up tb 100 p’er'cent
of the cost of programs that: encourage students in
nonprofit private gchools to atteind cooperative
vocational programs'sr enable them to participate in
exemplary and innovative education ﬁroject§;E, assist
disadvantaged nonprofit private school students by
setting up special programs for théﬂi.s .

&

P.L. 94-482, Sec. 105(a)(9).
25.5. 94-482, Sec. 107(a) (1) (1)
P.L. 94-482, Sec. 122(f).

P.L. 94-482; Sec: 132(b)-

p.L: 94-482, Sec: 140(b) (2):
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Subpart 2--Basic Grant:

e Basic Grant funds may be used for the provision of

vocational training by private; profit-making voca-

tional schools where such schools make a significant

contribution to reaching the goals of the state
plan.

Basic Grant funds may be used to establish coopera-

tive vocational programs provided that nonprofit

private. school students’ needs have been taken into
accounte.

subpart 3-=Program Improvement and Support Services:

private schools. .

Subpart 4--Special Programs for the Disadvantaged:

e Funds set aside for disadvantaged students may _ be

wm% granted to LEAs only if provision has been made for
aread . nonprofit private school students to partici-
pate- _.

Thus, although federal vocatiomal education policy has tradi=
tionally emphasized participation of private school students in cooper=
ative vocational education programs, federal concern with private
school students was broadened to cover other vocational programs in 1976.

The 1978 Amendments to the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA)

1p.L. 94-482, Sec. 120¢a)(1)(n).
25,1, 94-482; Sec. 122(f). i
3piL: 94-482; Sec. 132(b).

“p.L. 94-482, Sec: 140(b)(2).
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areas other than vocational education. The enforcement clauses in the

1978 Amendments are stronger than their counterparts in the Vocational

Education Amendments of 1976. The 1978 Amendments apparently represent

Rules and Regulations. Before legisiation is transformed “into

govermment action;’ laws must be EBE@éEEé& into rules and regulationms that

goGern program administration: For private school participation in

of the Act (Cooperative Vocational Education), which
assures that, to the extent consistent with the num-
ber of students enrolled in nonprofit private schools
in the area to be served whose educational needs are
of the type which such a program 1s designed to meet;
provision has been made for the participation of
such students in accordance with the requirements of
Sec. 102.7.}

lCode of Federal Regulations;, 148, Sec: 102:101, Participation

of Students in Nonprofit Private Schools, p: 148: 1In addition, the

Generdl Provisions--Sec. 102(F)-—governing the participation of private
school students vocational education programs mandate:

(a) Each program and project carried out under parts B...D, and G
shall be designed to include, to the extent consistent with the number of
students enrolled in private nonprofit schools in the geographic area
served by the programhor project; vocational education services which
meet the needs of such students. Such services may be provided through
such arrangements as dual enrollment; educational radio and television,
or mobile or portable equipment, and may include professional and subpro-
fessional services. :

(b) The vocational education needs of students enrolled in private

nonprofit schools located within the geographic areas served by the

program or project, the number of such students who will participate’ in

- 29
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On October 12; 1976 President Ford signed the Education Amendments

0f 1976; which included the Vocational Education Amendments (Public

Law 94-482; Title II). The previous laws; rules,; and regulations re-
mained in effect for another year while the Office of Education (OE)
prepared mnew regulations.

On November 10, 1976, OE published a Notice of Intent to Issue

Regulations based on the new iegisiation;l The Notice contained a

' summary of the new Amendments, listed 15 issues to be considered in

writing new réguiations; and invited the public to comment before they

were finalized. Noné of the 15 issiues bore directly upon students in

the program or project, and the types of vocational education services

which will be provided for them shall be determined; after consultation
with persons knowiedgeabie of the needs of those students; on a basis

comparable to that used in providing such vocational education services

to students enrolled in pubiic schoois.r Each appiication submitted by

the local educational agency to the state board shall indicate the number

of students enrolled in private nonprofit schools who are egpectedito

participate in each program and project proposed by such agency and the
degree and manmner of their expected participation.

education,services required,by thefstudents for whose neede,such services
were -designed, and only when sSuch services are not normally provided at
the private school....

(d) Any program or project to be carried out on public premises and
involving joint participation by students enrolled in private nomprofit
schools and students enrolled in public schools shall include such

provisions as are necessary to avoid forming classes that are separated

by schooi enrollment or religious affiliationm.

lFederg;ﬁRegister 218, Part IV, 11/10/76; pp: 49742-49750.

4
-

Qo
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On April 7; 1977; the Office of Education published a set of pro-
posed rules and regulations based on the 1976 Amendments and the comments
received in response to the Notice of intgni::l The proposed rule on

private school students’ participation in cooperative vocational programs

required assurances that:
'To the extent consistent with the number of students

been made for the participation of these students in
the program.’

Public comments on the proposed rules were incorporated, and the
final regulations were published on October 3; 1977.> One comment on
the private school regulation noted:

The regulation governing the participation of stu-
dents in nonprofit private schools in cooperative
vocational educational programs is taken almost ver-
batim from the corresponding statutory language...the
regulation igrotres the (need)... to take more vigor-
ous steps to implement the statutory provisions for
the funding of programs involving students enrolled
in nonprofit private schools. Without further ela-
boration in the regulation to reflect these con-
cerns... there will not be adequate safeguards to
private schools will participate in the programs on
an equitable basis.
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In response to the comment, OE stated:

A new regulation, Sec. 104.533, is added to the
section on cooperative vocational education prograims

to reflect [these needs]....In accordance with this

regulation; the state must consult with the appro-
priate nonprofit private school officials at the
state and local levels in order to make provision for

the participation of students enrolled in nonprofit

private schools. 1In addition; LEAs receiving funds

for cooperative programs shall identify the eligible

students, assess their needs; and provide them with

the types of programs and services which will most

effectively meet their needs. The personnel;

materials and equipment necessary to provide these

cooperative vocational education programs and ser-
vices shall remain under the administration, direc-—

In its final form, the rule reads as follows:

Sec. 104.533. Students in nonprofit private schools.
(a) A state using funds under its basic grant
[Section 120 of the Act] for grants to local educa-

programs shall consult with the appropriate nonprofit
.private school.

(b) Each local educational agency receiving funds

from the state for cooperative vocational education

programs shall

(1) 1Identify the students enrolled in nonprofit

private schools in the area served by the local

educaticnal agency whose educational needs are

of the type which the cooperative vocational

being of fered; H and

(3) Provide the students identified in subpara-
graph (1) of this patragraph with the opportunity
for cooperative vocational education programs and
services in a manner which will most effectively
meet the needs of these students.

l¢ode of Federal Regulations, Vol. 45, Sec. l04.533.

Q. T | :?é?
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(cj Thé pérébnﬁéi ﬁétériéié aﬁd équipméﬁt ‘necessary

and,,services to nonprofit, private schpol students -
shall remain under the administration, direction and

(65 Cooperative vocational education programs car-
ried out by local educational agencies which incilude.-

students enrolled in nonprofit private schools may be

supported up to 100 percent with Federai funds.

(e) TFederal funds used to support cooperative voca- .

tional education programs which include students en-

rolled in nomprofit private schools will not be com-

mingled with state or local funds so as to lose their
identity.1
The final version of the Rules and Regulations contained similar
language for Exemplary and Innovative Programs (including the reductionm
of sex bias and sex stereotyping) and for Special Programs for the

Disadvantaged.2 (See Appendix B.)

education opportunities to students in private schools.

Review of Literature and Federal Data

Scant literature exists on cooperation between public and private

schools in vocational education. A computerized search of the Education

essay on Cdbﬁérétibﬁ between p’rivaté and pﬁblic schools in general;

21pid., Sec. 104.706 (b)(2) and Sec. 104.803.

3ei Elford, "Pubiic and Private SEE661,C66§éféti6ﬁ;“ in the series
Trends in Education. Columbus; Ohio: Ohio University Council for Educa-

tional Administration; n.d.
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| the American V665E16ﬁéi Association; the National Institute of Educatiom;
the American €ouncii on Education; the €ouncii on Aﬁéfiééﬁ Private
Education; and Professor Donald Erickson of the University of San Frﬁn—
cisco, who is assembling materials on private education. Nome of these
sources were aware of any academic or professional literature on the
subject.

Much of the available information is anecdotal. For example, 4n
article appearing in the Weekly Post of Newark, pelaware,’ descrdsed
4 successful program of cooperation between St. Mark’s High Schcol
ﬁii:iiiété; Roman Catholic) and the local area vocational school.

A recent review of the Iliterature on contractual relatiomships

institutions and pubiic vé&uééfiéﬁ agencies;2 fﬁéE_ study showed that
effective contractual relationships between public agencies and privata
schools have been hampered by the vague status of the law in some states
._and By.administrative'Barriéré; In addition, according to the study
“negative perceptions of private schools by some public sckool ~fficials
appear to limit the willingness of public school officials to cooperate

with private schools. Examples of success in cooperation between public

77777 1557§i§§Eé; "St: Mark’s gets acquainted with Hodgson," The Weekly

,VVVVZT;rﬁartle and E. Rosenbaum, "Private Vocational Schools and
Public Policy."  Draft Final Report submitted to the U.S. Office of

Edutation, prepared under OE contract.
o i?@f
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and private schools seem to be found only where there is considerable
personal contact between representatives of the public and private

-

schools.1

5. The federal government offers

Data Collected by Federal

several sources of data on private elementary and secondaty schools. The
U: S: Census Bureau gives figures on public and nonmpublic schools in its

{on Reports as well as in its decennial Census of

Population. Some of this information is presented im this report: The
data include studies of enrollments,; numbers of schools, and their
geographic distribution. Much of this informationm is summarized in The

Condition of Education, published annually by the National Center for

Education Statistics (NCES).

The most comprehensive federal collection of data on private schools

~1977, also published by

appears in N

NCES: This study describes the results of an October 1976 survey of all
private nonprofit elementary and secondary schools. Of the estimated

17,950 schools, NCES received réﬁlies Erom 14 757 a response rate

of 8202 percent: These schools are described by location; number of
students, religious affiliation; and involvement in several selected
federal programs; their participation in federally funded vocational

programs 1is not recorded.

1See J. Thompson,,"Contracting Vocatidhal Prqgrams' A Viable
Alternative in Indiana 17

al, November 1976, p. 27.

ﬁS Students,"
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participation of its schools in federal programs.
To determine the extent of cooperation between private schools and

cooperative vocational education programs,; project staff examined 12

state plans for vocational education filed with the Office of Education’s

Bureau of Occupational and Adult Edut:at:i;on:2 Although not ré'qu'ire'd by

éﬁé&ificaiﬁ for private school students. Federal p'i:océ'giiii:éé for report-
such information be reported to OE. Instead, the Bureau has developed a
checklist of requirements against which the state plans are tested for
compliance. These requirements merely restate the rules and regulations

derived from the iégiéiation. The state plans examined for this study

Evaluation and Réii_iéi& of Compliance (MERC). Instead of reviewing self-

=athols Denver,
Curriculum Information Center, National Catholic Educational Association;
1977.

See- C: Ganley, ed-

Connecticut, North Carolina, California, Michigan, Alabama; and Iowas
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on-site reviews of state and local administration of vocational educa=
tion: The office conducts 10 state reviews each year; to date, it has
completed 30 reviews and 1s in the process of completing 10 more. An
examination of reports on the 30 completed reviews turned up no more

operative ‘education; but the reviewers were required to report to Wash-
ington only the fact of compiiance; not the degree.:

In short, no reliable figures onm private school participation in
vocational education are collected at the federal level. This lack of
data was one of the causes of the conttroversy in April 1978 between
former HEW Secretary Califano and representatives of various private

school organizations. On February 28, 1978, Califano claimed in Con-

reached a certain level (between $100 and $250 million). Private school
groups challenged the figure by presenting their own ($54:2 miliiom).l
An OE official has since stated that federal data were not available to
verify either cilaim:

It is very likely that the lack of basic background data discourages

lror more details, see the United States Catholic Conference News,

April 13, 1978, "Catholic School Officials Dispute HEW Secretary on Pupil

Aid Figures;" and attached memo.
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private schools; the number of students enrolled; and the kinds of

Education Statistics 1s now reviewing its collection of information on
nonpublic schools, intending to improve its reporting of participation im
federally funded prbgrams;i It 1S estimated that the new procedures
will be in operation in about three years. Until then, the trie situa=
tion concerning private school programé will remain a matter of conjec—

-

ture. -

Barriers to Participation of Private Schools
in Public Vocational Education Programs

Although data on public/private cooperatiom in vocationmal educationm
is sparse; our interviews revealed §é§éféiVBéEEiéEé‘E6 cooperative
efforts:

icationg Barriers. Communication among private schools is

poorly deveibpéd; Schools with religious affiliations are generally
administered by their parent churches, which rarely work together on
matters of mitual comcern to theif schools. Mich of the lobbying that
takes place is undertaken by the United States Catholic Cdﬂféréﬁéé; whose
schools compose the largest proportion of private schools. Schools
ﬁifﬁéﬁt religious affiliations frequently have no ties to national

they are eligible.

~ This review is Yeing conducted by the Statistical Analysis Group
in Education (SAGE) as part of a series of seminars on the "meaning and
significance” of NCES statistics. A session on nonpublic school statis-

tics was held on October 31; 1978.



vehicle for improved communication among private schools. Founded in

1971, CAPE is an association of 15 national organizations representing

private schools.. CAPE’s stated purpose is to encourage communication
among its members as well as between these organizations and the federal

government. In addition, CAPE represents private schools om public

Without such basic information, it is difficult, if not impossible; to
inform all private schools of public programs for which they may be

eligible.

Communications between private schools and public education agencies

miy also be poorly developed. One person said during an interview that

prevent LEAs from providing vocational education for eligible private

school students.

Philosophical and Attitudinal Barriers: The historic antipathy

between public and private schools also hinders cooperation: Although
federal concern with private school students dates to the passage of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, a residual feeling that

lngaPE: A Brief Descriptionm.” Washington; D.C.; CAPE, October
1978, . ; Ul

39
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rem'ains:l Although there is 'a clear federal mamdate that eligibls

effbrt that effectively destroys any chance of coop—-

“eration in vocational education. Let’s say a public

school administrator creates a schedule which places

his school’s vocational program between 11:00 a.m.

and 2:00 p-m: When the schedule is fixed; the admin=-

istrator calls the private school -- usually just a

I

couple of days before the beginning of the term --

to ask if there are any interested students: Since

it may be impbssible to bus the private school stu-
dents to the 'p'ixblic schools in the middie of the

In this way, however, the p’u’blic schbol administrator‘
fulfills his legal obligation to contact the relevant

if they serve kids from private schools, 1t leaves
them less money for their own students. Vocational

can:; If they can save it by not serving a few kids

from some private schools, they’ll do it:
Private schools may also avoid participating in public programs.

Some reluctance is based on fear that accepting public money will force

ting with
Private Vocational Training Sources for Vocational Instruction. Wash-
ington; D.C:; National Foundation for the. Improvement of Educationm;
1978.




t'hé private school to accept public control. This is a special concern
éér religious schools, which wish to retain the power to set their own
educational f'o’ii'c’ié's and curricular standards. These schools would
rather do without the benefits of federal programs than risk the possi-

bility of regulation.

families: As a result, most private schools describe themselves as

college preparatory, not career-oriented, and vocational education

programs receive little attention. Thus, even in privaté schools where
always of interest.

Structural and Administrative Barriers. 1In many states, laws

édﬁéfﬁiﬁé‘566§éféfiaﬁ‘Béfﬁééﬁ.565115 and private schools block private
éﬁﬁaai participation in cooperative vocational programs. Gaffney’s study
of lﬁdé‘géééfﬁing ééﬁéfééﬁqai éfféﬁgéméﬁés between tﬁﬁs and private
vocational ééhpoiél shows that conflicting state and federal laws

in many cases restrict cooperation between public and private education

We’re caught in an educational Catch=22 when we try
to get private school students into the co-op pro-
grams. A kid has. to enroll as a public school stu-

. lﬁ;ﬂcéffﬁéig L. Medina; R. Harper. A National Study of State and.

T Outlying Area Statutes and Regulations Related tc Contracting with

Private Vocational Training Sources for Vocational Instruction:. ' Washing-

"~ tom; D:C:: National Foundation for the Improvement of- Education; 1978.

1
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dent if he or she wants to go. éoﬁe parents don;t
see the point of paying their good monmey on tuition
to send their kids to priiiate schools just to have

take ome course:. #And then there’s the question of

district boundaries: If the public school district

in which the private schooi ts located has a co-op -

program, the kids have to go to that co-op ‘schootl;

district, which is closer to his private schools
High tuition costs of most private schools form another barrier.

&
i i

'schools prevented those children from joining federal programs. He

explained:

1f parents pay on the order of $l 000: each year to

send each of their kids to private schools; they’re

going to want to get their money s worth. If you.

paying for should be spent at a public facility,

these parents will tell you to forget about it. If

they wanted to send their kids to public school;

they would have done so in the first place.

Administrative procedures may also limit participation. In many

states, lack of interest in cooperation is shown by the absence of
officials assigned to foster cooperation. ' One person stated:

By my couint, théreﬁaréiléjofficiais at the state
level - in the entire United States who have it written
into "their job descriptiomns to proﬁote or_manage the
That’s 28 percent of all states. And I just can’ t
beiieve that even 10 percent of the LEAs in the
country have such officials.
- Several of the people who were interVieﬁe& Hientioned that OE had

LEAS to use for effective cooperation. Aithough the rules and regula-

tions cited earlier clearly state that cooperation is the responsibility

¥i
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bf~tbé LEAg.aaa éﬁAé; there are no clear, well-publicized procedures for

Leas.!  Complaints about the lack of guidelines came most frequently

from representatives of private school organizaticns. One asked:

How can the Office of Education expect these pro-
-grams - to get set up if the LEAs- don t have a speci-
fic set of procedures to follow? Given their [the
LEAs) obvious lack of interest im Helping, they”’ll
use any excuse to avoid getting involved in cooper=-
~-ation. Lack of clear instructions is the best
excuse imaginable.

Private school staff also attributed some problems to present
federal rules and regulations. Several suggested that these be modified
to require that private school officials be imvited to participate im
deSigning the state plan for vocational education and the area’s vocation-

- LEA and of provisions ‘for the cutoff of federal funds in the event of

" noncompliance:

Summary and Conclusions

Our interviews show that the lack of federal data onm privaté school

largest barrier to cooperation between public and prIVate schools.

1§éé "Federal Programs Serve the Nation s School Childrem~-Public
‘ and Nompublic." U.S. -DHEW (OD) 77-00005, U.S. GPO Washington;  D.C.,;

March 1977 {p. 12). Also see "Handbook for Private School Administrators

for Effective Participation in Federal Education Programs Administered by

the U.S. Office of Education;" Washington; D.C.; U.S: GPO, November 1974

-{p. 38). This booklet directs all private schooils interested in partici-

pating in cooperative vocational education programs to contact their SEx
(p» 30).

32N
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While there is anecdotal evidence of some cooperation; the available
literature says nothing about the factors that facilitate or preveat it.

The people who have been interviewed have suggested .that there are
several kinds of barriers--philosophical, communicative, and‘ adminis-

trative--that may limit the amount of cooperatiom in this area. Several

-steps for increasing the cooperation have been suggested, but their

usefulness cannmot. be determined until more data are available:

j"\‘ “ ’
Moa,



CHAPTER IV. BARRIERS TO THE PARTICIPATION OF NONPROFIT PRIVATE SCHOOL
STUDENTS IN FEDERALLY SUPPORTED VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Introduction |

assess the level of private school student participation im vocational

education prggfams and to détermine‘the kinds of barriers thaé‘méy block
ébb?ététi?évéffbrtéjﬁétﬁééﬁf;hé public and private sectbrs;‘.InEervieﬁs
were conducted with state and local and nonprofit private and public
schiool officials. |
The interviews confirmed the principal finding of the literature and
data reviews: although federal legislation encourdges the participation

of private school students in federally funded vocational education
programs, cooperative relationships are rarely .estubiished. Only in New
Jersey; Ohio, and Illirois did we find a significant mumber of coopera-
nia, New York, and Pennsylvania), we. found limited evidence of public/.
private cooperation.

The access of private school students to public vocational educa-
have restricted private school participation. There is also a certain
unwiiiingness on the part of some private schools to accept publicly
funded services and é‘iid& of interest in vocatiomal education programs.

Other barriers result from a lack of kmowledge about the provisionms

“5f the law and the absence of effective communication between public and

private officials.

vQ}

A
SC”"



=39=

For purposes of simplification; our amalysis will focus on four

kinds of barriers: philosophical and attitudinal, communications,

financial, and structural administrative:

As discussed earlier, the historic distance

between the public and private schools and the feeling among some public

benefit from public funds continué to prévent cooperation inm education
'despite passage of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965.
Indifference or, in a few instances; hostility to private school students

inhibits efforts to establish cooperative relationships. Some of the

that the local public school officials seemed to feel that once students
enroll in private schools, they are no longer important. "They don’t
want to admit that, because their parents are taxpayers. These students
are entitled to be setved." A private school principal described an
"ys-against-them mentality" with which private school students are seen

as "outsiders." In several states; this mentality has been largely
overcome through the use of area vocatiomal schools. Students using.

these facilities are seem as vocational education students and not as

méiEéiiEi_EﬁéE hinders cooperation when the vocational education programs

are conducted in a comprehensive public school:



ting in public programs because they fear that accepting public money

A related barrier is the assump-

tion by public School officials that private schools, which usually
efiphasize an academic/college preparatory program, would have little

interest in or need for vocational education programs. Several public

school representatives suggested EEEE private schools provide inadequate

vocational gpidance or none at all to their students: Some private

‘a program for the educationally disadvantaged and for low-income groups.

Parents of private school students--some of whom are from low-Lincome

groups--see education as leading to the "good life" and are opposed to
their children taking vocational technical courses. A private school

principal noted that he frequently experienced problems with students who

wanted to pursue vocational programs but whose parents wanted them to be

in ‘academic programs. The potential enrichment and balance that voca-
tional education can offer as a complement to the liberal arts curriculum

is often ignored or judged to be beyond the range of available resources.:

on those programs that are of primary interest to most students and their

families: As a result, most private schools emphasize college-prepara-

tory prograims éﬁdvfrEQﬁeﬁﬁi? neglect vocational education.

may also avoid participa-

o
e

will lead to public control. This is a special concern of certain
4 =
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church-affiliated schools that wish to set their own educational policies

and curricular standards. These schools would rather do without the
benefits of federal programs than risk the possibility of federal inter-
vention and fégﬁ;éfi6ﬁ.

Some private schools avoid fé&kéfii programs because of the paperwork
involved and the administrative costs. One Catholic official suggests

that this is why some Catholic school principals refuse to take advantage

of federal breakfast and lunch programs.

cited barrier to greater public/

private cooperation 18 the lack of effective communication between public

unaware of public programs for which they are eligible; and public

schools have difficulty in assessing the interest of private schools in
participating:. As mentioned earlier; some LEAs apparently do not even
know the number and location of the private schoois within their boun-

dariega

This situation is far from universal: Several states (including
California, New York, and New Jersey) publish lists of private schools
within their borders: These lists are distributed to LEAS to enable the

school districts to deal with all private schiools a5 necessary.

a. The poor communication between public and

.

private schools often means that these officials lack contact persons

to facilitate cooperative ventures. Private schools complain that in
primary concern is private education: If there is one; that individual

may be a junior staff member or may be unfamiliar with vocational educa-

[To
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tion concerns: Public officials; onm the other hand; believe that private
schools deal with public programs infrequently and thus rarely designate

afi individual to serve a liaison function: Thus, when public officials

utilization of public programs. Schools with religious affiliations are

generally administered by their paremt religious bodies (for example;

private schools are represented in Washington by the Council for American

Private Education, the National Catholic Educational Association; and the
Uniited States Catholic Conference): But the various religious bodies

only rarely work together on matters of general concern: Ln Some cases,

schools without religious affiliations have no ties whatsoever to na-

tional organizations and lack any means ;to identify public programs for

which they are eligible. Further, as one public school representative

who has estabiished cooperative vocational education programs with

several Catholic schools said; in some cases communication between

diocesan officials and individual schooil principals is poorly developed.

Figancial Barriers: Although the legisiation authorizing pubiic/

funds to pay 100 percent of the cost of such programs, the fimancial
barriers to cooperation are serious. These barriers stem from both

- private, and public school concerns. AS mentioned earlier, ome private
school official asserted that some public school officials avoid serving

private school students because the programs are expensive and they want

to use the available momey for their own students.

i
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In some cases, public school officials sought to save momey by mot

serving public as well as private school students. Moreover, some
private school officials have expressed concern about the fimancial

impact of cooperation on their tuition income. Parents may want a

partial refund of tuition momey if their children spend part of the day

away from the private school.

Operational Costs. A major financial constraint is the logistical

cost of operating a program once it is designed. Several public school
educators mentioned that the cost of busing .private school students to
ppSiic facilities is prohibitive. The complexities of scheduling create
another problem. Administrators in ome school district cited the cost of
hiring additional vocational education instrictors as a reason for
opposing the establishment of cooperative relationships.

 The cost of providing services for private school students may
exceed the amount that is provided. One New Jersey school district

'

turned down some $3,000 in federal funds rather than provide cooperative
vocational education for students from private schools: "Ihe costs of
bringing these kids in far outweighed any federal funds ve would have
received,” a staff member explainmed:

Even when ccbpéiatidﬁ is well established, costs remain high: One
 private school administrs st éépcrcéa that his school had to hire three

individuals to teach half-day sessions to vocational education students.

tended to be used for federally mandated goals, states tend to regard the

federal momey as theirs and use it for their own purposes. In onme
.
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state; for example,; federal vocational Funds are used at the local level

to pay for facilities; materials; and miscellaneous administrative

structional program: Because this state prohibits public assistance to

nonprofit private schools, students at those schools are denied access to

itive programs @ay be the tuition charged by private schools. Some
parents of private school students feel that if their cﬁiidféﬁ.aré
Several of the people who were interviewed suggested that the reluctance
of some private schools to adopt tuition-refund policies discouraged
parents from exploring vocational é&ﬁéifiéﬁ options. Omne ﬁfiiéfé school
teacher conceded that it would be logical for parents to want a : uitian

refund if their children weren’t attending full-time but said that the

school. TFurthermore, if students=-usually juniors or seniors——enroll

anticipated tuition income.

Structural Administrative Barriers

Conflicting State Policies. In many states, laws governing the

public and private education sectors block private school participation

in vocational education programs. State policles regarding district
‘oundaries, for example, may inhibit cooperation: "As mentioned earlier,

some private school students are required tc travel a long distance

51
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merely as an excuse to aroid coegeration.

Comprehensive High Scihool and Area Centers. The difficulties

encountered in implementing cooperation between public and private
schools are intensified when the vocational education program is offered

at times a "rival" of the private high school. Cooperation develops more
readily when the private school can join other public school students inm
attending an area vocational education center that augments, but does not
in any way directly compete with, the public and private schools.

Ignorance and Disinterest. A large number of public and private

Adult Education in the U:S. Office of Education for failure to keep
states and local schools informed about the law and its reguirements. He
noted:

There is such a wide variety of policies and regula-

informing us of all the relevant provisions we-have
to deal with.
Some private school officials thought this lack of knowledge result-

ed from disinterest on the part of state education department officials.

5
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One person; for example, pointed out that there was no person in his

state department assigned to private school issues and too few éiééﬁﬁéfé;

Another person suggested that a major problem might lie with the state

vocational education administration agencies: These agencies, he

contended, are very powerful and frequently operate outside normal state

&épafeméné of education channels:

It’s a real "club" the voc=ed people have. They bas=
ically do what they want in their own fashion. They
are conservative and want to keep on doing primarily

that s why Congress has had so much trouble getting

them to serve the disadvantaged and handicapped. To

them; the notion of serving private school kids is

something of an anathema.

Poor Planming. 4nother criticism was that there is poor planning at

the state and local levels. Private school educators suggested that some
states disregard federal requirements regarding citizen participation in
the following ways: copies of the proposed state plan may be unavailable

: before hearings om 1it, meetings may not be adequately pﬁblicized in

advance, and hearings may be held at inconvenient times and often closed

pem. I showed up at 3:15 and; honest to God, the

meeting was closed for lack of comment. The plan

wasn’t available before the hearing, so interested

parties did not have anything to comment on:

In several states, however, state vocational education officials said
that private school representatives did not attend hearings to discuss

the state plan.
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Local-level planning may also fail to include any consideratiod of

the needs of private school students: It appears that few local educa-

tion agerncies make a serious effort to annuaiiy access the needs of all

students 1in the area as required by federal law. Almost all of the local
education agencies studied carried out assessments solely to determine

how interested private school administrators were inm having their stu-

were the students themselves directly involved in the assessment process.

Furthermore, the needs of private schools were assessed only in the

context of existing vocational program offerings. To fucther caﬁﬁiicaté
the situation, correspondence with private administrators was frequently
sent late in the school year and contained sketchy descriptions of the
vocational offerings: Consequently, there was seldom aiy fa;law:ﬁﬁ by

either nomprofit private school administrators or agency officials. Some
private school officials indicated that no efforts have ever been made by

their schools to assess the vocational needs or interests of their

students.

Lack of Outreach Programs: Few states actively promote the enroll-
ment of private school students in vocational education programs: One
siivate school-officisl supgested that stats and local sducation agsuciss
should be required to undertake — programs to dinform private
schools about the provisions of the legislation. As mentioned previous-
ly, several of the people who were interviewed said that the Office of
Education had failed to frame clear guidelines for the SEAs and LEAs to
use to impiéméﬁt the provisions of the legislation. The rules and
regulations clearly state that SEAS and LEAS are responsible for cooper-

ation; but there is no clear; well-publicized set of procedures for these

4
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agencies to follow. Several people suggested that the rules and repula-

State Advisory Councils on Vocationmal Educatiom. The failure of

state advisory counciis on vocational education to include representa-
tives of private elementary and secondary schools was also criticized.

Current regulations require only that the membership of the state advi-

'sory council inciude ome or more individuals who "...represent, and are

familiar with, nonprafit private schbbis;;;:“i_ Sevetral private school
officials said that to meet this requirement, states often include a
college professor who has COﬁduCtéd;ééﬁdiéé of proprietary (i.e.; post-
secondary) vocational schools. They urged that the regulations be
modified to assure that private éiéﬁéﬁtary and secondary schools are

also representéd. Another individual noted that local vocational

‘education advisory councils are mot required to inciude private school

representatives and; as a result; private schools have little opportunity

to participate in the formulation of school district plans and policies:

USOE Monitoring: The Office of Education was criticized for failing

to properly oversee the formulation of state plans and carefully monitor

‘their implementation. Several individuals noted that OE.simply reviews

state plans in a "checklist" manner to make sure the required language is

included: Little investigation is done to make suré that the provisions

of the state plan are carried out.

 lcods of Federal Resulations, Vol. 45, Public Welfare, Subchapter

B, Part 104, Sec. 104-192.
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Some private school officials suggested that “thé federal compliance

Education Acts Office of Educatiom officials moted that they would like

necessary financial resources and staff members.

Summary and Conclusions

There is a wide range of barriers that limit the participation of
private school students in public vVocational education programs. There is
no way to determine which factor or barrier is the most troublesome; for

studied, private school studemts rarely péfiiéipéfé,iﬁ pubiic vocationmal
education to the degree envisioned by the Conmgress in the Vocational
Education Amendments of 1976. In those few states where private school
students are regularly served, the driving force is not federal require-
ﬁéﬁtézﬁﬁt a étfoﬁg commitment on the part of the state to serve the needs

of all students.

school emphasis on academics, and the traditional public/private anti-
ﬁéih#; it is not surprising that private school students are not féﬁﬁd in
public vocational education programs:

These attitudes can indeed chamge:~ Vocational education is imcreas-
ingly seen as salable education £5¢ a tight labor market. Private
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schools; facing enrollment declines and cost pressures like their public
counterparts, are growing more attuned to student needs and interests.

Moreover, the traditional public/private attitudes of suspicion may not
be as strong as they once were. Whether these changes and others in the
future will lead to greater cooperation in vocational education is
inpossible to forecast.

Studies of successful cooperative programs have shown that effective
communication between public and private schools is essential to cooper-

knowledge of the existence and location of private schocis; lack of
cieariy;}dentified contact persons for either group, and the complexity
of communication lines within the privaie sector are major §arriér§ to
effective communications:

In a time of runaway inflation, taxpayer revolts, and declining
enrcllments, financial barriers have become especially significant. - As
cie state official put it; thé. problems now are more financial than

SR Fiﬁéii};«é&ﬁiﬁiéf?éfi?é and structural barriers created within state
and local education agencies have been shown ﬁc iute:fefe with the
establishment of cooperative programs: It is very likely that action by
Congress ana/o;“’éie”'QQQQZEEEET”EEQQCa to reducév tﬁééé striuctural and

administrative barriers would help open the way to full implementation of

the law.

(992 4
'\3




CHAPTER V. COPING WITH THE BARRIERS

Introduction

In the previous chapter; the barriers to cooperative programs were
classified under four major ééfégbfiééi attitudinal or ﬁﬁiiéééﬁﬁiééi;.
communicative, financial, and administrative and structural. For

L4
convenience, the discussion in this chapter about approaches that could

removed entirely no E;EEEEE how useful a particular approach may be. Our
hypothesis 1is EE;E certain steps Eéﬁ be taken; however; to reduce the
eff;éE of each type of barrier and raise the level of private student
participation im vocatiomal educationm:

It should also be noted that both the barriers and the ;éEBEﬁéﬁ&é&
steps for coping with them are rooted inm the larger pattern of public and
private school relationships, so many of the recommended actionms touch om
public/private school cooperation in general.

Philosophical and Attitudinal Barriers

To some extent, the roots of the philosophical and attitudinal

barriers to the participation of private school students inm public school
vocational education programs can be traced to some unresolved and,
for the most part; unexamined questions underlying the structure of

-

American education. The roles of the govermment and private enterprise
in elementary and secondary education have been the subject of a great

. deal of polemic but very little serious study throughout the history of

cn
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Aierican education: The current effort im California to establish a
serving its own loyal public more than the general pubiic. In one case
that was encountered during this study, a private school student had to
pay tuition for a public school vocational education program; while his
brother, who attended the public school, enrolled in the program free of
charge.

have not yet been explored, it is also important to avoid linking
participation in vocational education programs to the resolution of these
philosophical or public-policy questions. A more pragmatic course of

common: An historic example of this approach is the Elementary and

Secondary School Act of 1965, which opened the door to public/private
school cooperation by focusing attention, especially in Titile I, on the

the students themselves and by involving staff and patrons of both pubiic

<y
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and private schools with these concerns: With this approach, a workable
basis for cooperation can be established: The structure for vocational
education planning already includes advié%ry councils and the involvement
of local business and industry. A more extensive involvement of people
program planning and inclusion of private school ré'préséﬁtatﬁé; on local
and state advisory boards would represent an important beginmaing for
private school participation.

To accomplish this or any similar step toward greater private school
participation; the private school community must exert itself in several
ways. First, it must carefuly examine the needs of all of its students=—-
not just those who identify themselves as college-bound students: The
common assumption or ﬁyth is that all students attending private schools
are cdllege sound. While many are indeed headed for college, some
students might be trapped in this stream by lack of information about
realistic alternativas. Any significant participation by private school
Students in vocational education pEOgrais must begin with a thorough
"}aéﬁfifi:ééﬁiéﬁ of the vocational éaﬁéé,tidﬁ needs and interests 6f: private
school siidents and the stimulation of an active interest im vocational
cducation on Che basis of thess needs. TIf private school staffs and
patrons coutinue EékiéSBEé that vocational education is; not needed by any

of their studenmts; participatiom in publicly funded vocational education

e o e

programs will be, as it oéten is now, a non-issue.

During the course of this project, ome state 6ffié£éi suggested that

stati vocational education departmeats begin an organized effort to
: i

increase private school participation through a statéwide study of the

0n H
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programs and the perceived barriers to participaticn. We believe this
recommendation deserves serious attention. This official also recom-

information for planning purposes. They would also contribute to a

better understanding in both the public and private school communities of

Effective communication is also an essential requirement for
cooperation between the public and private .sectors. The crucial

the designation of contact persons. Once public and private officials

designate such individuals, effective communication and; very likely,

prepared as a part of this project emphasize the importance o
designating 'c'd'rii:é'ci:"p'ers'btis' in both the public and private sector:
Cooperation is more likely to develop quickly, of course, if
communication is altready underway in other areas. Such situations,
however, tend to be the exception rather than the rule.

Before communication can take place, steps must be taken to locate

the private schools in each district. The Procedural Guide recommends
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do not publish their own complete 1i8ts of private schools along with the
public school lists. The Guide suggests that state vocational education
officials obtain state lists either from their state research branch

‘schools interested in participation in government-funded programs.

The dissemination of information about the availability of
vocational édﬁtétibﬁ programs to private school staff, students, and
parents 1s, of caﬁréé; a vital first step that would precede needs
assessment as well as the deliberations within the private school
community referred to above. The literature on the promotion of

innovative programs is replete with evidence that awareness of need

yesults from awareness that particular programs are available. (This
is why; for example; textbook companies are the effective agents of
curricular change; they vigorously make known what is available.)

Descriptions of available vocational education programs are an essential
prerequisite to any private‘ school participation. Several individuals
‘_ii.ﬁ:térviéﬁéd for this study urged that state and local education agencies
be required to conduct outreach programs to inform students, educators,
and parents about the availability of cooperative programs.

Effective cooperation between public and private schools, usually

involving principals and guidance counselors, can proceed from day to day
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public school officials to take care of thelr own students first and

other students later. The students who are considered last are, for the

most part; private school students==-even éh'diigh i;hé? belong to the
tax-paying public. Further; even 2 few communities have public school
officials who are discouraging their own students from iff‘éﬁaiﬁé ESE'EE; .
regional vocational educatlon centers: In such cases; it would be naive
to look for private school particiation in the programs.

full 'implementation of the kinds of programs that-have been recommended.
Nevertheless, the results of this study show that if attention is focused

ofi the needs of all of the students and the labor market needs of the

locality and if communication has been effectively established, financial

As noted in the previous chapter; federally mandated private school
student participation is seldom funded solely by the federal government.

0N
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piblicly funded institutions for part of the day. Some public school
vocational education administrators see this unwillingness to refund
tuition as a deterrent to private school student participation because
the parents feel pressed to get their full money’s worth. The extent to
the parents choose to make an issue of it.

Administrative and Structural Barriers

Even when the first three barriers—-attitudinal, communication,

and financial--can be dealt with, the fourth type--administrative an

“ structural--often provides a ready excuse for the lack of private school

participation in publicly funded programs. Nevertheless, even in states
that have formidable legal and attitudinal barriers, examples of very
successful provisions for the participation of private school students im

vocational education programs have been found.
But serious problems seem to be created for the private school
student when the vocational education program is offered by the local

students come from sending schoolss
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fairly obvious. Poor planning can be remedied by a real commitment to

participatory planning. Private school representation on.advisory

councils could be effectively promoted through a nomination procedure
that involved contacts (at least by mail) with several private schools ot

——

private school organizations.  (The Procedural Guide offers concrete

suggestions for establishing contacts at the state level.) USOE monitor-

ing could begin with a review of state plans in terms of their compliance

in states that show no evidence of compliance.

‘Summary and Conclusions

All of the barriers to private school participation in vocational
education programs discussed in this report are to some degree the
result of apathy. In somie cases, private school personnel are apathetic

about the vocational educational needs of some of their students. In
other cases, public school personnel are apathetic about the needs of
Eﬁéif tax-paying status. 4All of these barriers could be overcome if aiil

educators shared a genuine concern for the needs of all students.

a3
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CHAPTER VI. FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction
Chapter VI is divided into two sections: a brief discussionm of

major f£indings and conclusions; and a listing of recommendations along

o G B o bk T 3 . 3

basic data on priv Estimat=

ing the number of private school students who could benefit

from vocational education (for use in program planning and
implementation) is severely impeded by the lack of basic
data. Accurate lists ©-f private schools within states are
frequently unavailable, At the local level, this problem
contributes to the difficulty of locating students and

assessimg their needs.

o The absence of data on the extent and nature of private

not required to collect and report data on thé number of

private school students enrolled in federally Supported

Vocational education programs. According to a Natiomal

Center for Educational Statistics report, 2.8 percent of the
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private schools in California, New York, Pennsylvania,

vocational ﬁf&éféﬁé;l The grade levels of these programs;
the number of students served, the occupational areas
covered, and the extent to which these programs are operated
in conjunction with public vocational education institutions
is not known.

° éoori_y dévéiepéd,cemm"ﬂi%;hJAnE HEF&'&H&#E amAano ﬁ}-(ﬁiii-ﬁ;-i’-

private institutions and between private and public elemen=

tary and secondary institutioms: Private education is

offered the students: The plethora of affiliated and
unaffiliated institutions, many of which strongly uphold
their independent nature, contributes to the difficulty of
comfiunication within the private school sector: Further-
miore, private institutions are often viewed as lying outside
the mainstream of American ed'cation, and they are therefore
excluded From the routine dissemination of sducational




Mistrust; misperceptions; negative stereotypes; and philo-~

sophical differences on the part of both private and public

school officials about the roles of the two kinds of insti-

tutions in American society: & wide variety of attitudinal

differences, typically based on a lack of knowledge about
each other’s institutions, have prevented the development of
a common basis for mutual understanding. For examiple, many
private school officials believe that vocational education
1s good for "somebody else’s étﬁdéﬁts.“ In the samie vein,
some public school administrators believe that private

school students are exclusively 'c"o'ilég" bound. Philosophi-
cal differences concerning such things as whether private

State prohibitions, policies; and regulations that discour=

to privat

dents: In many states, laws governing cooperation between

public and private education block private school partici-
pation in vocational education programs. Among others,
policies regarding attendance, dual enrollment, and district

\

boundaries frequently lead to procedural complications that
stifle cooperation. Furthermore, in some instances, state

problems: The problems of institutions responsible for

D
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transportation of private school students, conflicts between

school calendars and class schedules, policies on grading

cited as obstacles that limit cooperation: These obstacles,
however, frequently conceal deeply engrained communication

and attitudinal problems that exist between the private and

public sectors. When a basis for mutual understanding has

been established between the public and private sectors,

mutual satisfaction of both groups.

Cunfusing and conflicting interpretation of federal legisla=

Vocational Education Amendments of 1976 that deal with the

private school students vary greatly among states. Differ-
ing views about how frequently private schools should be

contacted regarding their studemts’ participatiom in voca-

tional programs and about institutiomal respomsibiiity for
conducting students needs asseysments, and different ap-
proaches to implementing Sec: 122 {f) of Public Law 94~482,
which deals vfwitﬁ the equitable dccesy of private school
students to vocational programs, were commonplace among
s-ates. For example, .iﬁ only one of the nine states studied
were data collected and used to ensure equity in providing

tional educatiom.
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The lack of eclea

the 0.E.’s

to provide SEAs and LEAs with -

cooperative arrangements between private and pub

confusion regarding the legislative provisions; has contri-
buted to the inequitable application of these provisions at

the state and local levels.

The general lack ©

accepting federal funds and_a mo

in vocatio. education programs: Some private schools are

reluctant to accept federal funds for fear of governmental

intervention in the operationm of their institutions.

_not informed about the benefits and opportunities of public

vocational education programs: Fear of governmental inter-

vention and lack of knowledge about the values of vocational
education have combined to severely limit private students’
participation in these programs.

Lack of

private students wWith

tion: For the most part, state planning for private school
students is nonexistent. As a rule, state plams for voca-

tional education do not contain specific reference to

70



the invoivement of private school students. Most often;
only checklist kinds of assurances appear in these planms
simply to meet federal requirements: Further compounding
the situation is the fact that representatives of private

Lack of ties among national and State agencies to promote

private student involvement in vocational education pro—

zations, or state departments of educatiom: Similarly,
state departments of education seldom, if ever, function as

a liasion between public and private schools on matters.

Relatively tiod

vocational education

pubiic high schools. The inevitable competition for stu-
dents between these two types of secondary schools seems to

affect the willingness to cooperate on the part of both

have been made to provide nonprofit private

rted voca~
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‘tional education programs in at least three states: New

Jersey; Illinois; and Ohio have taken steps to ensure that

private students are being served within the mainstream of
public vocational educations The evidence shows that once
the initial steps have been taken to examine the barriers,
the participation Sé private school studerrs in vocational
education tends to increase over time. Yet the evidence

also shows that initial stéps do not solve all the problems.

institutions has been a precondition: Persomal comtact is
probably the single most important ingrediemt for developing

and implementing successful cooperative arrangements.

public and private school

hHHHEi—EP'i;H'H "n iiHhEF’iHﬁﬁi~ bi‘iiihﬁé"ih'h' nrnocramasl While such

cooperation in vocational education is more the exception
than the rule, instances of effective cooperation have been
found even in states which have historically been opposed to
any kind of cooperation. TIn almost every instance, coopera=

T
sl
~



-656-

vigorous discussion by workshop participants seemed to

indicate that once the issue of private school access to

publicly funded vocational education programs is raised

the participation of private school students. It remains to

be seen whether this interest and enthusiasm will be trans-

lated into constructive actiom:

The provisions of the Vocational Education Amendments of
1976 that deal with private school students have been
unevenly implemented within the states that were studied.

Students in private schools have not been given equal
opportunities for vocational education.

Private school students have the same employment needs as

their counterpar:s in the public schools.

There is a lack of fiscal incentive for private and public

school administrators to provide opportunities for private
school students to participate im public vocational educa-

tion programs. Moreover, national and state agencies are

seldom, if ever, the initiators of cooperative arrangefients.

Il
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The following is a list of recommendations for increasing the

pacticipation of nonmprofit private school students in federally supported

v2cational education programs:

1.

4.

Provisions for tie involvement of private school students
in federally supported vocational education programs

shouid be expanded to include all programs funded under

local vocational education advisory groups: Furthermore,
those selected to represent the private sector should be
thoroughly familiar with private education at the elemen-
tary and éétbﬁdéry levels. ‘ o
Private school representatives should be invited to parti=

cipate in state and local workshops; seminars, and con-

ferences dealing with vocational educationm.
Private school representatives should receive all materials

on vocational education that are routinely distributed
to pubiic educators.
Model programs of cooperation between private and public

institutions should be developed, and information about

_ them should be widely disseminated.

implement outreach programs directed at the private educa-

tion sector.

d
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9. State commissioners of education should allocate a portion
cooperation between private and public schools.
10. 0:E:’s Bureau of Occupatiomal and Adult Education should

prepare and disseminate policy statements regarding the

11. Federally directed monitoring of state agencles responsible
for administering éédérai funds for vocational education
service to private school students.

i2: Data collected through the Vocational Education Data System

that relates to private school students should be reviewed

13. The rules and regulations governing federai assistance
to private sfch'o'bl students in all federally funded educa-
tion prsgraﬁis——handicapped; bilingual,; vocational, and so

I PO

14. Special emph is should be given to the evaluation of

vocational programs involving private studentss




15.

16.

=69~
fiscal incentive system (e.g.; categorical aid or set-
aside) to encourage public and private school administra-

tors to initiate cooperative arrangements.

0.E.’s Bureau of Occupational and Aduit Education and each
state agency responsible for administering federal funds

for vocational education should designate someone within
their organization to be responsible for encouraging and

initiating cooperative arrangements between private and

public institutioms.



[
Y
-

BIBLIOGRAPHY

 WCAPE--k Brief Description:” Washington; D:C:: Council on American

Private Education, 1978.

ions. 45:102, 103. 10/1/76: Washington, D.C::

- U.S. Government Printing Office, 1977.

Elford, G. "Public aﬁd P
tion. Columbus; Ohio:
tration, n.d.

tic. Washington; D.C.: HEW Publication No. (OE) 77= =00005, Match
i977a
Federal Register. 41:218; 11/10/76;, Part IV; 42:67, 4/77/77, Part II;

. 42:191, 10/3/77, Part VI. Washington; D.C.: U.S. Government Printing

Office.

Gaffney, M., Medina, L. and Harper, R: A National Study of State and

utes and Regulations Related to Contracting with

ng Soutces for Vocational Instruction. Washing-

ton, D.C.: National Foundation for the Improvement of Education, 1978.

'iea. Denver, Col.. Curriculum

Ganley, C., ed. ¢ Schools in A
Information Center, National Catholic Education Association, 1977.

Haftie; T. and Rosenbaum; E. "Private Vocatiomal Schools and Public
Policy." Washington, D. C.: Education Policy Research Institute,
Educational Testing Service; October 1978. Submitted to U.S. Office of

Education as Draft Final Report.
& »2-0of Representatives Report No. 967l085’ The Vocational Education
and mational Institute of Education Amendments of 1976, 1976, p.46.

Nationul Center forgEducation Statistics. Nonpublic School Statistics;

1976=1977. (Advance Report) Washington, D:C:: Department of Health;
Education, and Welfare, 1977:

ReiSchauer, R.,fHartmanl R. and Sullivan, D. ReﬁormiggASchool,?inanoe;

Sannéi,i; "Public/Private School Cooperation Opens a Door for 45 Stu-
dents." :

Thompson; J.L. "Contracting Vocational Programs: A Viable Alternative

in Indiana." American Vocational Journal; January 1976.

~J
~3



BIBLIOGRAPHY (cont.)

ments in the U.S., 1971." Washington, D.C., U:S.: Government Printing
Office, 1972. -

U:3: Bureau of the Census: Current Population Reports. '"School Enroll-

U.S. Bureau of the Census: Current Population Reports. "School Enroli-
ments, October 1970:" Washington, D.C.: U:S: Government Printing
Office, 1971,

U.S. Bureau of the Census. "School Enroll-
ments--Social and Economic Characteristics of Students."” Washington,

D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, October 1976.

Vocational Education Act of 1963, as amended. 20 U.S.C 1351, 1355; P.L.

90-576.

Vocational Education Act of 1963; as amended. 20 U.5.C.2305; 2307, 2332,
2350, 2370, 2330, 2352; P.L: 90-576:

vR



i

=72

APPENDIX A

.
N

-

ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBERS
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Coordinator of Guidance Services

Technical School
1730 Hans Herr Drive

Willow Street, Pa. 17584
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Director, Bureau of Regulatory

Services
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and Career Preparation
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Department of Education
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Private
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Superintendent of Education
Diocese of Dallas

3915 Lemmon Avenue #204
Dallas, Tex. 75219
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Superintendent of Schools
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APPENDIX B

RULES AND REGULATIONS FOR VOCAT IONAL EDUCATION LEGISLATION

THAT RELATE TO NONPROFIT PRIVATE SCHOOL STUDENTS

COOPERATIVE VOCATIONAL
EDUCATION PROGRAMS

COOPERATIVE VOCATIONAL
EDUCATION PROGRAMS

20 UsSC 232 Sec. 122.. Funds availa- |Sec. Assurances in five-year
ble to the States under 104:532 State pilan.
section 120 may be used A State conducting
for establishing or expand- cooperative vocational
ing cooperative vocational education programs under
education programs through | Sec. 104:531 shall provide
local educational agencies assurances in the approved
with the participatibn bf five-year State plan that:

ec.

private schools.
(a) A state using

include provisions assutring
that == .

««+{f) to the extent
consistent with the number
of students enrolled in.
nonprofit private schools
in the area to be served,

grant,(Section 120 gf the
Act) for grants to <local
educational agencies for
cooperative vocational
édﬁéétidh ﬁfbgfaﬁé éhall

‘are of the type which the

program or project involved

schools.
{b) Each local educa-

is to meet; provision has

been made for the parti-
cipation of such students; |

l I
| |
| |
| |
| |
I |
I |
| l
| |
I i
l I
| B |
l |Sec: _ r .
| ers. Such programs shall |104.533 i Students in nonprofit
| |
l I
| |
| |
| I
| |
| l
| |
| |
| [ p
| |
| |
| I

tional agency receiving

+e.(g) Federal funds ... .|.. .. funds from the State for

made available under this

cooperative vocational

| education programs shall:

section to accommodate
'students inm nonprofit
pri“ate schools will not
be commingled with State

(1) 1Identify the
| students enrolled in non-
| profit private schools
in the area served by the

I

|

I

I

I

I

I

l

| whose educational needs
| are of the type which

| thé Cdbﬁéféti@é Vbtétidﬁ;
| al educat

| s

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

o (2) Assess adequately
the needs of the students
identified in subparagraph
(1) of this paragraph for
the cooperative vocational
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APPENDIX B (cont.)
Legislation | Citation | Rules and Regulations
|

Citation

[

I . .

I (3) Provide the stu-
| dents identified in sub-

| paragraph (1) of this-

| paragraph with the oppor-
| tunity for cooperative

| vocational education

| programs and services in

| a manner which will most

| effectively meet the needs
| of these students.

| (c) The personnel,

| materials and equipment

| necessary to provide co-

| operative vocational edu-
| cation programs and ser-

| vices to nonprofit private
| school students shall

| remain under the adminis-
| tration; direction and

control of the 'véii

‘educational age:

(d) Cooperatxve voca-

tional education programs

carried out by local educa-
tional agencies which
include students enrolled

in nonprofit private schools

I

I

I

I

|

|

I

I

[ 1

| percent with Federal funds:
| (e) TFederal funds

| used to siupport cooperative
| vocational education pro-

| grams which include stu-_

| dents enrolled in nonprofit
| private schools will not be
| édﬁﬁiﬁgléd ﬁith Stété

| or local Fum:

| lose their identity. In

| developing ﬁéliéiéé and

I

| be necessary to require

| separate bank accounts

| for funds. from Federal

{ sources, so long as account-
I

| ing methods wiii be esta-
blished which assure that

I
I
I I
I I
I I
I I
I I
I I
I I
I I
I I
I I
I I
I I
I |
I I
I I
I I
I I
I I
I I
I I
I I
I I
I I
I I
| |
I I
I I
I I
I I
I I
I I
I I
I I
I I
I I
I I
I I
I I
I I
I I
I |
I |
I |
| I
| I
I I
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State research coordinat-

(a) The research coor-
dinating unit may use funds
available under section 130

Citation | Legislation | Citation | Rules and Regulatioms
I |
| | expenditures of the funds
| | can be separately identi-
| | fied. (Implements Sec. 122
| | (£); H. Rept. 1085, p. 46;
I | 20 U.S.C. 2332.)
| o
| EXEMPLARY AND INNOVATIVE | EXEMPLARY AND _INNOVATIVE
| PROGRAMS | PROGRAMS
‘ o I
20 USC 2352 | Sec. 132. (a) Funds Sec. | Use of funds for exemplary
available to the States 104.706 | and innovative programs.
I
I
I
I

ing units pursuant to

comprehensive plans of

program improvement for the

~ (b) Every contract
made b? a _State fbr the
plary andiinnovative pro-
jects shall give priority
to programs and projects
dééignéd td reducé ééx

the extent consistent with
the number of students
enrolled in non-profit
private schools in: the

area to be servedi whose

educational needs: are of

the type which the: program

or project involved is to

meet, provide for the par-
ticipation of such: students; |
and such contract shall also]
provide that the Federal |
funds made available under |
this’ section to accomodate |
I
I

vate schools will not be

I
I
|
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
|
|
support of exemplary and |
I
I
I
I
|
|
I
|
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
|

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
|
I
|
I
I
I
I
|
I
I
I
|
|
I
|
I
I
I
I
I
|

§f7§§§7§5§7§iréétl§ or by
contract for...
~ (b) (2) To the extent

consistent with the nomber
of students enrolled in

‘private nonprofit schools
-in the ared to be served

is designed,to meet, make
provision (in accordance
with the requirements set
fdrth inASée%—%95%533) for

(3) ‘Provide that the
Federal funds made available
for exemplary and innovative
programs to accomodate ‘
students in nonprofit’ pri-
vate schools wiil not be
commingled with State or
local funds.

(Sec: 132(b); 20 U:S.C.
2352.)

L
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ﬁﬁAJACitaticn |

Rules and Regulatioms

20 USC 2370

the final year of finan-

cial support by the State
for any such program or

.project shall indicate

the proposed disposition

of the program or project

foiiowing the cessation

of Federai support and

the means by which suc-
cessful or promiszng
programs or prOJects will

within the state.

SPECIAL PROGRAMS FOR THE

‘DISADVANTAGED

Sec. 140. (a) From the
sums made available for
grants under this subpart
pursuant to sections 102
and 103; the Commissioner
is authorized to make grants
to States to assist them in
conducting special programs
for the disadvantaged

[as defined in sectiomn
195(16) ] in accordance

with the requiremeuts of
this subpart.

+++(2) Such funds may

be granted to eligibile

recipients only if (&)

to the extent consistent
with the number of students
enrolled in nonprofit
private schools in the
éréé tb be sérved ﬁhose

or project involvedfls
to meet; provision has
been made for the partici-

I
I
I
I
|
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
i
|
I
|
| 1
I
I
|
s
I
|
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
|
I
|

I
I
|
I

sec.

10%:803

(

‘o),

<

I
I
|
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
|
|
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
|
I
I
|
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
|
| 1
I

SPECIAL PRUGRAMS FOR THE
DISADVANTSGED

Students in nonprofit private
schools:

A State may grant funds
to ellgible recipients only
if:
~ (a) Provision (in accor-
dance with the requirements
set forth in Sec.. 104.553) has
been made for the participa-
tion of students enmrollet in
nonprofit private schools
in the area to be served

‘whose educational needs are

of the type which the programs
or projects involved is to
meet; to the extent consis=-

tent with the number of

| such students; and

(b) Effective policies
and procedures have been
adopted which assure that
Federal funds made availa-
ble under this subpart to
accomodate students in

will not be commingled
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Legislation | Citation | Rulés and Regulations

|

Citation

with State or local funds.
(Sec. 140(b) (2); 20
HOSOGO 2370.) -.;?;'f'.".' )

pation of such students,

and (B) effective puiicies
and proc' .ziz have been

I
ve puiict l
and proc' .are  have beem |
adopted nich zssure that |
Federal ~4¢ nade availa- |
ble unde:r ..is subpart to |
accommodate students in |
nonprofit private schools |
will not be commingled with |
State or local fundss |

l
l

|
I
I
I
I
l
|
l
|
l
l
l
l
I

0g)
e
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REGIONAL WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS

Atlanta; Georgia; Workshog.

Mr. Milton Adams Ms. Millie Léstér, Assistant State
State Supervisor; Special Needs Unit Superintendent for Cooperative
State Department of Education Education o
321 State Office Building State Department of Education
Atlanta; Georgia 30334 Jackson; Mississippi 39205
Mr. Griffin Brooks Mr. Fred H. Loveday
Coordinator, Student Services 3209 Isoline Way _

State Department of Education Smyrma, Georgia 30080
333 State Office Building ’ .
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 Mr. Don Maloney, State Specialist

Distributive Education

Ms. Frances Carswell 207 Cordell Hull Building
c/o Father Terry Young, Primcipal Nashville, Tennessee 37219
St. Pious the Tenth Catholic High

School, Mr Raymond Martin
Atlanta Georgia 30334 Assistant Supervisor

: Special Needs Unit

Dr. Otho E. Jones . State Departmert of Education
Assistant Superintendent 321 State Office Building

to State Director Atlanta, Georgia 30334
D.C. Public Schools
415 12th Street; N.W. . Mtr. David McQuat, Consul tant
Washington; D.C. 20004 Vocational Research

Florida Department of Education

Mr. Richard €. Kiley - Knott Building. ) I
Specialist in Distributive Education Tallahassee; Florida 32301

and Cooperative Work Experience .
Division of Vocational-Technical Dr. Susan Morgan

Education Supervising Director
Maryland Stace Department of Education Career Planning and Placement
P.0. Box 8717, BWI Airport Penn Center
Baltimore;, Maryland 21240 1703 Third Street; N E.

Washington, D.C. 20002
Dr. Robert E. Laird

Chief Instructional Programs Branch Ms: Barbara Nagier, Associate Director

Division of Vocational-Technical Georgia AdviSory Council of Vocational
‘Education Education

Maryland State Department of Education Suite 1424

P.0. Box 8717, BWI Airport 55 Marietta Street .

Baltimore, Maryland 21240 Atlanta, Georgila 30303

Mr. Kenmneth W. Lake Mr James R. Peck, Consultant

South Carolina State Education Agency Special Programs for the Disadvantaged

Office of Vocational Education Florida Department of Education

State Department of Education Knott Building o

€olumbia; South Carolinma 29201 Tallahassee; Florida 32301
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Mr: Kenneth Rs Sargent
Specialist in Research and
Exemplary Programs

Education
Maryland State Department of
Education
P.0. Box 8717, BWI Airport
Baltimore, Maryland 21240

Mr. Edwin L. Shuttleworth, Director

Diversified Occupations

8132 State Road 8608

Boca Raton; Florida 33434

Mrs: Loyia Webber
Sex Equity Coordinator -
State Department of Education

Atlanta, Georgia 30334

Dr. David L. White
Assistant to the Assistant

Washington, D.C. 20004

Education
Capital Plaza Tower :
Frankfort, Kentucky 40601

hsii§etty7Wong; Coardinator
Research Curriculur Unit
' State Department of Education

Jackson, Mississippi 39205

Rosemont; Illinois Workshop:

Mr. Ralph L: Bickford Mz, Leror Brown; Director
Division of Program Services Dep.irement of &dscatirn
Department of Education Minnesnca Cathoizz Conference
Education Building 145 Uvivarsity Avenue

- Augusti, Maine 04333 St.: raul, Minnesciz 53163

_Dr. Robert Brooks, Director ' Ms. Ada Nelly Csraona
Career/Vocational Educction Dirsector for thr Component

 Providence School District of Special Vo;a ~fonal Services

- “Providence,; Rhode Island 02986 State - Department of Education
C Box 759

Hato Rey, Puerto Rico 00919
86




Ms. Marie F. Carrillo
State Department of Education
Box 759
Hato Rey, Puerto

Rico 00919
Mr.: €arroll Curtis

RCU Director

State Department of Education
P 0 Box 9ll

and Technical Education
100 North First Street

Springfield; Illinois 62777

Ms. Frances Dolloph .

Associate Education Consultant

Representing Cooperative Education

State Department of Education

105 touden Road

Concord; New Hampshire 03301

Mr. David Gillette, Associate
Industrial Education

Bureau of Trade and Technicai
Education

State Education Department

Albany, New York 12230

Mr. Wayne Grubb, Consultant
Disadvantaged and Handicapped
State Department of Education
P.0. Box 911 o
Harrisburg; Pennsylvania 17126
¥r. Alan Hodsbon _
Disadvantaged Services iunsultant

State Department of Education

165 Louden Road

Goncord; New Hampshire

New 03301
Ms. Nona Johnson
Illinois Office of Education

100 North First Street
Springfield, Illinois

62777
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Mr. Harry Karpiak

Occupational Education Supervision
Region III and V

State Department of Education

99 Washington Avenue

Zlbany; New York 12230

Dr. John Klit

Manager Program Approval and
Evaluation

Department of Adult Vocational
7andWTechn}eal Education

100 North First Street
Springfield, Illinois 62777

Sister Monica Kostielney, RSM
Public Affairs Assistant/Education

Lansing; Michigan 48901

Mr. Richard Kramer S :
Consultant in Vocational Education
Department of Educatlon

Mr. Roland Krogstad

Vocational Education Consultant-Researen

Wisconsin Board of VTAE

4802 Sheboygan Avenue - 7th Floor

Madison, Wiscomsin 53702

Mr Frank A. Oliver+o

A531staut Director of Vocational
Education

65 South Front Street

Columbus, Ohio 4321%

Mr Willlam Reilry, Consultant
Cooperative Education and Work Study
State Department of Education

P.0. Box 911 B} , I
Harrisburg; Pennsylvania 17126

Mr. Robert Savama; Intern

Department of Adult Vocational

and Technical Education

100 North First Street

Springfield; I:linois 62777
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Mr. Thomas W: Stott
Consultant in Vocational Education

Department oﬁrEducationr 7777777777
" Providence, Rhode Island 02908

ﬁr; Vernon éwenson, énief Supervisor

,i,/\Madison Wisconsin 53702
{

Mr. Michael Tokheln .
Consultant; Business and Office
Education

State Department of Public

Instruction
Madison; Wiscomsin 53702

Mr: John Wanat, Director for the

Bureau of SpeciaI Programs
Department of Education

225 West State Street
Trenton, New Jersey 08625

Mr. Richard Campbell

State Supervisor of Cooperative
Education

State Department of Education

P.O. Box 94987,

Special Vocational Needs
State Department of Education
P.0. Box 94987

tincolo. Nebraska 68509

Mr. Philip Felix,; State Supervisor

Guidance and Counseling

Disadvantaged and Handicapped Program

State Department of Education
Education Building o
Sante Te, New Mexicos 87503

Mr. Deigh Irwin, Director
Cooperative Industrial and
_Distributive Education

7and Secondary Educati;u

‘-State Department of Eduvstism - -

P.0. Box 480 o
Jefferson City, Misscucri +5102

Mr. Samuel M. Johmsen; Suiaerviger

State Department of Education

P.0. Box 44064 .

Baton Rouge; Louisiana 70804

Mr. Alien Kelsay, Assistant Director

Research Coordinating Unit

EEpartment of Eiementary and
_Secondary Euncation

State Department of Education

P.0. Box 480

Jefferson City, Missouri 55102
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Dr. Clyde Matthews, Coordimator
Special Programs

State Department of Education
‘1515 West 6th
Stillwater; Oklahoma 74074

State Department of Education

207 State Sery;eesiBuilding

1525 Sher@agistgeet o
80203

Denver,; Colorado

Mr. W.Vwayue Meaux, Supervisor

Trade and Industry

State _Department of Education

P.0. Box 44064 o

Baton RPouge, Louisiana 70804

Mr. Elton Mendelhall; Director.

Research Coordinating Council for

_Vocational Education

W300; Nebraska Hall

UhiverSity of Nebraska

"""""""" 58588

Mr. Richard Omer; Supervisor

Programs for the Disadvantaged
and Handicapped

Department of Elementary

and Secondary Education
State Department of Education
P.0. Box 480

Jefferson City, Missouri 65102

The Reverend David J. Paul
Daniel J: Gross High School
7700 South ﬁ3rd Street
Omaha, Nebraska 68147

Mr. Bill Reding, Supervisor
Cooperative Programs

State Department of Ediucation
1515 West 6th o
Stillwater; Oklahoma 74074
Mr. James Roorda; Supervisor
Northeastern Regional Planning

State Department of Educatioum

207 State Services Building
olor 80203

Denver, Golorado
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Mr. George Solana
‘Director of Federal Programs

Houston, Texas 77021

br. Jerry Tuchscherer, Supervisor

Vocational Guidance

State Department of Education

900 East Boulevard Avenue
Bismarck, North Dakota 58505

Mr: Victor Van Hook )
Assistant State Director
State Department of Education
1515 West 6th

Stillwater, Oklatioma

74074

State Departm2nt of Education
P.0. Box 44064 '

Baton Rouge; Louisiana 70804



APPENDIX C (Cont )

Menlo Park, California, Workshop:

Mr: David Backman, Specialist

Disadvantaged/Handicapped

700 Pringle Parkway SE
Salem, Oregon 97310

Mr. Ronald G. Berg

Acting Program Director

State Department of Education
Building #17

Airdustrial Park 777777
Olynpia, Washington 98504

The Reverend Patrick S. Clark
Superintendent of Schools
Archdiocese of Seattle

907 Terry Avenue

Seattle; Washington 98104

the Reverend Anthony Cordeiro

ﬁssistant Superintendent of

Secondary Schools
Diocese of Phoenix
400 East Monroe Street
Phoenix, Arizoma 85004

Mr Louis T.ibiloertaon )
Director of Cooperative Afrairs
Don Bosco Technical Institite
1151 San Gabriel Boulavard
Rosemead, California 91770

Mr. James Golden

Special Needs Consultant
State Department of Education
#106 State Capitol

Mr. Frank Kanzaki
Educational Specialist
1270 Queen Emma Street
ﬁonolnln; Hawaii 66813

III

Brother M. Roberr MnrriSOI
Career Guidar:e D? = :ur
Damien Memorial High School
1401 Houghtailing Street
Hoiiolulu, Hawaii 96817
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Muraoka

Nelson H.

Mr.
Coordinator of Persomnel
Development

2444 Dole Street

Backman 101

Honolulu, Hawaii 96822

Mr. Patrick 0’ Brien

Christian Brothers High School
4315 Sacramento Boulevard
Sacramento; California 95820
Mr. Raymond Rhodes;- Specialist
Cooperative Work Experience
700 Pringle Parkway SE

Salem; Oregon 97310

Mr. Michael J. Rielley

Special Assistant te Director

of Vocatiomal Education

State Department of Education
721 Capital Mall - 4th Floor
Sacramento, California 95814

Mr Dennis Sheehy

State Plan Consultant

State Department of Education
#106 State Capitol

Helena, Montana 59601

Ms. Maria Idlléfédn
Assistant Principal

Marian High School

Diocese of San Diego

P.0. Box 11277

San Diego; California 92111
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